AI and OST (E): Siamese Twins or Distant Cousins?
Donald W. de Guerre

To explore this question, this paper will review some aspects of Open Systems Theory as developed primarily by Fred and Merrelyn Emery (Emery, 2000), consider some similarities with Appreciative Inquiry and finally posit some questions for further research.

Fred Emery (1959) developed socio-technical systems analysis and design to help social science researchers understand organizations and recommend change. This problem oriented action research approach was developed specifically for the Norwegian Industrial Democracy Project. When he returned to Australia, Emery (1969, 1975) developed a participative democratic approach to organization design. It is educational, dialogical, and appreciative. He and Einar Thorsrud discovered that workers understood their own work and its context as well or better than experts, that representative design teams were perceived by the workforce as elite, and that STS analysis and design was resisted as too complex and expensive. Workers were able to analyze and design much more simply and quickly by inquiring together. Merrelyn Emery (1999, 2000) explains that the socio-technical approach was created for and during ‘the research phase,’ but once it was clear that self-managing groups were characterized by positive affect, high energy, learning and productivity the next step was to develop a participative method to diffuse the ideas.
Emery’s version of open systems theory OST(E), has two main purposes. The first is to promote and create change towards a world that is consciously designed by people, and for people, living harmoniously. 'Socioecology' simply means people-in-environment. Included within this is the concept of open, jointly optimized, sociotechnical (and sociopsychological) systems, optimizing human purposefulness, and the best options afforded by changing technologies. The second purpose is to develop an internally consistent conceptual framework or social science, within which each component is operationally defined and hypotheses are testable so that the knowledge required to support the first purpose is created.

OST (E) action research conducted through the two-stage model (Emery, 1999; Gloster, 2000, de Guerre, 2002b) often begins with a new demand or opportunity that creates the need for inquiry. Such AR often begins as little ‘ar’ with a pragmatic real world situation rather than the hypothetical pursuit of theory (de Guerre, 2002a).
The environment is a social field consisting of the changing values, expectations, and ideals of the human systems within it. It is formally defined as ‘the extended social field of directive correlations’ (Emery, 1977) with a causal texture that has changed over the course of human history (Emery & Trist, 1965). It has the character of a morphogenic field (Sheldrake, 1988).
People are understood as open, purposeful systems who “can produce (1) the same functional type of outcome in different structural ways in the same structural environment and (2) can produce functionally different outcomes in the same and different structural environments. They display will (Ackoff & Emery 1972: 31)." By constantly acting as active, responsible agents (Chein 1972: 6), they change the environment.
People also have the potential for ideal seeking. They can confront choices between purposes and choose outcomes called ideals that are endlessly approachable but unattainable (Emery, 1977, 69). The ideals spring from our capacity for potential directive correlation (Sommerhoff, 1969), to imagine and expect.
Homonomy (Angyal, 1965) expresses a sense of belongingness and interdependence. It relates part to part within the whole for the benefit of the whole and all its parts. It is complementary to autonomy and the opposite of selfishness. It is brought into operation through dialogue. Nurturance is cultivating those means that contribute to the health and beauty of the whole and all its parts. Its opposite is exploitation. It is developed through ecological learning or direct perception (Gibson, 1966). Humanity expresses what is appropriate for the spiritual as well as physical wellbeing and development of people as people, not subordinated to their institutions. The opposite of materialism, humanity is expressed through spirituality. Beauty is recognizing and moving towards that which is aesthetically ordered and intrinsically attractive, the antithesis of ugliness. Participative democracy is the expression of beauty. For active adaptation, the ideals must be pursued as a set and Search Conferences usually elicit the whole set (Emery & Emery, 1979).

“Active adaptation is being in a constant state of change appropriate to both the nature of people and a continuously changing environment (Emery, 1999 p25).” In turbulent fields, active adaptation requires a group response in that the field is too complex for any individual to deal with alone. Therefore, the actors must find common ground on which to establish cooperative and collaborative relationships for puzzle solving and this common ground is to be found in human ideals.

One could hypothesize that AI and OST (E) share much in common and that collaboration will help to further develop positive organizational science. Some possible points of departure are:
· Social constructionism and socioecological systems theory seem well aligned. Purposeful people-in-econiche-in larger social environments describes a relational, inter-subjective, and socially constructed way of thinking. 
· The heliotropic principle and ideal-seeking behaviour. The two-stage model of active adaptation can be seen as an appreciative dialogical inquiry that elicits human ideal seeking behaviour.
· The getting of wisdom, the experience of joy, and a new Type II environment seems related to the poetic principle.
The major cultural thesis is that despite our recent misadventures with mechanistic assumptions and ways, bureaucratic structures and the strong trends towards dissociation, which they created, we have both the capacities and methods to put those behind us.

While the rate of change and relevant uncertainty in our social environment is currently out of control, we can tame it. We can restore at all levels, a more appropriate culture, one in harmony with its context.

Its basic unit is ‘people-in-environment’ who proactively and creatively make adaptive change as a matter of course. The resulting culture is associative, joyful and wise. It is the expression of a ‘participative democracy.’

Merrelyn Emery (1999)

· Normal human imagining & expecting and the anticipatory principle.
The OST(E) view of human learning is based on Gibson’s (1966) notion of ecological learning. Since we are physically adapted to our planet, we are able to directly extract meaningful information from physical and social environments (Gibson, 1966; Emery 1981). OST(E) is based on this extracted knowledge or serial-genetic constructs. 
· The power of image and Emery’s design principles seen as dialogical images and the embedding of the positive through democratization releasing positive affect and intrinsic motivation (differentiating direct participatory democracy from Human Relations and laissez-faire).
The new concept of organizing differs so radically from existing notions of organization that we can speak of a new paradigm or a new genotype as opposed to phenotypic modifications on an existing theme. This new paradigm is the result of a change in the choice of design principles. Driven by a desire to humanize the workplace and by the emergence of a Type IV turbulent extended social field (Emery & Trist, 1965), the theoretical point of departure is based on OST(E) and is concerned with the pro-actively adaptive capability of human systems. To be able to pursue business objectives, organizations must have the redundancy (flexibility) to be able to respond to a wide variety of changing circumstances. Redundancy can be acquired in one of only two ways (Emery, 1972). The first is called redundancy of parts (DP1) because it is achieved by adding extra parts to the system, or more than is needed at any point in time thus producing an overcapacity of parts (people). The second is called redundancy of functions (DP2) because it is achieved by increasing the capacity of the individual parts by building in as many skills and functions as possible into every person resulting in an overcapacity of functions or skills. The third option is laissez-faire (Lewin, Lippitt, & White, 1939), which is a loosely managed DP1 organization. The formal hierarchical bureaucracy is still there on paper, but people behave as if it is not. Laissez-faire social climates are not productive and are dysfunctional for human beings. One might hypothesize a confusion between laissez-faire and democracy and early research has identified some of the characteristics of laissez-faire organization (de Guerre & Hornstein, 2004).
· Participative Design leading to cultural change as an ongoing conversation over time. 

Participative Design is the change process used to design or redesign organizations (Bradshaw, Roberts, & Cheuy, 2003). This process can be characterized as an ongoing conversation over time and as a cultural change process (de Guerre, 1999, 2000). The preparation phase may be considered similar to the discovery and dream phase in the 4D model sometimes used in AI. It sometimes involves Search Conferencing as a method to illicit ideal seeking behaviour. Unlike STS analysis and design, it does not focus on the problem or the past, but rather the hope and the future. However, it is a conceptual method utilizing the core concepts in OST (E) as central to an exploration and discovery of what is possible. The design phase itself is iterative involving the creative use of Participative Design Workshops (de Guerre, 2003). No design is imposed and people learn how to work together to actively adapt their workplace to emerging human and organizational needs.
The main differences or disagreements between OST (E) and AI may be found in Pepper (1942) if one sees AI as within the world hypothesis of organicism and OST (E) as within contextualism. This in itself would be worth some exploration as Pepper (1942) sees organicism and contextualism as so close as to be almost the same world hypothesis.  Both are synthetic and therefore interested in wholes and complexes. Both are interested in the relation between theory and practice and both acknowledge the conversational nature of human systems. 

The key difference between the two seems to be in the method of inquiry. Both suggest that they are action research methods but organicism is after holistic integration and contextualism is dispersive taking facts as they come. While AI may criticize OST as the received view or naïve realism, OST(E) does appreciate that action research can be based on opportunity and hope, can be hypothesis generating and is retroductive (Emery & Emery, 1997). Search Conferencing is explicitly designed for perceptual reconstruction and to produce a culture that is associative, joyful and wise (Emery, 1999). OST(E) may criticize AI as too idealistic, insisting that there are a lawful set of relations that can be understood by people through direct inquiry with human systems while AI may insist that the only reality is socially constructed. According to Pepper (1942), organicism and contextualism also treat time differently. Contextualism expects that the whole or context is always changing and so cannot be known whereas organicism assumes that the integrative project can be consummated in the whole. It is possible that collaborative inquiry, dialogue and deliberation between AI and OST will contribute significantly to a positive organizational science. Are AI and OST(E) siamese twins, or are they more distant cousins?
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